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the 'mithyaa rajata\  Hence after the negation we are
able to refer to the apprehended content as 'mithyava
rajatam abhaat'.

Instead of this, if we were to admit the difference in
time, it ought to be the real silver. The immediate app-
rehension of 'this is no snake' refers only to the 'abhaava'
of the snake and not to its existence else where. For, the
apprehension settles down to the 'this* and we say 'this is
a rope*. Hence we speak only of the apprehended 'adhis-
thaana'.

The cognition of the this as a rope negates the snake.
This arises from the sense-contact.  The same knowledge
might arise al so from the sentence 'this is no shake'. In
both cases we are left with the 'adhishtnana' and not with
the snake that exists elsewhere.   Hence there can be no
'adhyasa' which has no 'adhishtana'.

If so, let the defnitioh be only 'paratra purva drish-
ta^abhasah (seeing outside what was seen earlier), for
smriti rupatva (form or nature of memory) seems to be in-
consistent with the definition.

Yes, the knowledge of an object seen before has
'smrititva' (quality of memory) only, and not smritiru-
patva'(form of memory). But we cannot speak ofadhyasa
for the Smriti vishaya9 (object of memory).   So let the
definition be only 'paratra smriti rupavabhasah\ Then we
mean by it that an object having 'smriti rupa' is apprehen-
ded elsewhere.  'Smriti rupatva' qualifies 'paravabhasa\
If there is no 'purva drishtatva' we cannot attribute
"sjoiriti rupatva'.